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 The goal of this project is to analyze the service request portion of the Public 
Works Business Line (PWBL) processes for Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
(NAVFAC) Northwest.  All four PWBL Product Lines are included in the analysis.  
These Product Lines are Facility Management and Sustainment (FM&S), Facility Service 
Contract Management and Facility Services (FMFS), Base Support Vehicles and 
Equipment (BSVE), and Utilities and Energy Management (UEM).  The perceived 
problem is that there are instances of confusion and inaccuracies regarding funding 
responsibilities and service levels resulting from prior years of organizational changes 
and functional transfers.  The research examines the process used to contact NAVFAC to 
request service, the process NAVFAC uses to validate that the requested service is 
funded and authorized, and applicable documents, agreements, and information used by 
the participants. 
 By conducting interviews with fifty process participants, sufficient information is 
gathered to map the current service request process.  Process maps are provided for each 
product line.  The maps show the decision points involved in the interaction between the 
customer and NAVFAC field staff in the request process. 
 The interview results confirm that the perceived problems do exist in some areas 
and product lines.  Interviewed personnel credit NAVFAC for improvements already 
accomplished in many areas.  Remaining problems common to multiple product lines and 
cited most often include limited resources, limited access to NAVFAC information, 
unclear service level and funding source information, and insufficient sharing of long 
range planning information between customers and NAVFAC.  In addition, the use of 
authorized customer representatives and regular customer meetings work well when used 
and could be leveraged in other areas. 
 After conducting root cause analysis, recommendations are provided that address 
the consequences of the problems and align with NAVFAC strategic goals.  These 
include communication improvements to increase accessibility of information, 
documentation improvements to reduce confusion, and training suggestions to improve 
understanding and consistency.  The recommendations are charted with benefits and 
difficulty of implementation to assist NAVFAC in deciding which to consider 
implementing first (i.e., those with the most benefit for the least initial investment).  A 
tool is included to allow the client to adjust the value weighting of the benefits and 
implementation difficulty based on their own preferences.  Using equal weighting the 
recommendations to consider first are:  a) the communication recommendations including 
an accessible web site, holding a customer symposium, and publications, b) the 
documentation recommendation of posting the process maps, and c) the training 
recommendations to hold internal briefings for NAVFAC personnel and acquisition 
briefings for customers. 
 Implementation of even some of the recommendations provided in this study will 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND  
A. INTRODUCTION 
1.  Problem Description 
At Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Northwest the Public 
Works Business Line (PWBL) has been experiencing problems with the service request 
portion of their processes (Floro, Initial Meeting with Potential Client, 2011).  The 
problems have occurred when existing customers want changes to their services and 
when new customers want to start receiving services.  Most of the problems are 
associated with confusion regarding who to contact, how the services are funded, and 
what portion or level of service is included in base support agreements.   
There are communication problems between the parties involved in that those 
contacting NAVFAC for services do not know how the service is funded or if they are 
authorized to request services related to the funding provider.  The funding provider and 
the receiver of the service are sometimes different organizations.  Time is often wasted 
chasing questions on who is responsible for funding or providing the service.  There have 
also been instances of requestors circumventing the process or supplementing restricted 
service levels of the funds provider. 
2.  Purpose of the Project 
In this study, the service request portion of the PWBL processes will be analyzed.  
The goal of the study will be to map the current service request processes, validate the 
extent of the problems, and develop recommendations.  The expected benefits of the 
study are solutions that will help NAVFAC personnel and their customers communicate 
better, find information easier, and do business more efficiently (Floro, Follow-up 
Meeting with Potential Client, 2011). 
 
B. BACKGROUND 
1.  Organizational History 
Over the past several years the Navy commands in the Northwest have 
experienced multiple reorganizations, consolidations, separations, and transfers. These 
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changes have created confusion amongst commands regarding what services are provided 
by NAVFAC, Navy Region Northwest (NRNW), and possibly other providers (other 
commands, contract, in-house, etc.).  Higher-level guidance and Memorandums of 
Agreement (MOAs) were established to help clarify responsibilities, but they aren’t 
always easy to find or use at the time of the question.  In addition, the document may be 
ambiguous, and some are not updated in pace with the organizational changes.   
  During this same time period the public works base operations services were 
converted from a General Fund (OM&N appropriated) financial system under NRNW to 
a Navy Working Capital Fund (NWCF) system under NAVFAC.  While most of the 
services are now provided by NAVFAC, all funds were retained by NRNW and the other 
supported commands in the region so they may reimburse NAVFAC for services on a 
per-unit basis under the NWCF unit cost rate system.  NRNW is the host Command in 
the Northwest region (under Commander Navy Installations Command or CNIC) and 
provides funds for a large number of the Tenant Commands.  At the time of transition 
NAVFAC assigned the reimbursable billing and service levels to the Commands as they 
were believed to have been paying prior to the conversion to NWCF.  This starting point 
was not clear as there was no billing process for most services under the OM&N system.  
Since then any changes in services require investigation of agreements or information by 
both customers and NAVFAC staff to identify the funding source.  Lack of information 
or access to it can result in service delays, billing errors, rework, frustration, and mistrust. 
2.  Current Service Structure 
 The services provided by PWBL at NAVFAC are grouped into four main 
Product Lines.  These are: 
• Facility Management & Sustainment (FM&S) 
• Facility Service Contract (FSC) Management & Facility Services (FMFS)  
• Base Support Vehicles & Equipment (BSVE) 
• Utilities & Energy Management (UEM) 
These product lines include services that are recurring (provided at set levels each 
month, quarter or year) or on-demand (accomplished when a customer contacts 
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NAVFAC to ask for the service).  According to the client, problems have been 
experienced in all four product lines and in both recurring and on-demand services 
(Floro, Initial Meeting with Potential Client, 2011).   
 
C. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The goal of this project is to analyze the service request portion of the PWBL 
process in all four Product Lines and develop recommended solutions for problems 
identified.  This will involve mapping the current process of how the services are 
requested, funded, and changed.  It will also include documenting problems reported by 
participants in the process, researching information and resources currently available, and 
developing recommendations to solve the problems.  Achieving these objectives requires 
answers to the following research questions: 
• Who are the participants involved? (Who is requesting the service, who is receiving 
the request for service, who is providing the service, who is providing the funds for 
the services, etc.) 
• What method is used to request the service or request a change in service? 
• What process is followed to obtain funds for the services or validate that the request 
is funded, authorized, and achievable and what information or resources are available 
to accomplish this process? 
• What problems are encountered in the process? 
• What documents, policies, agreements or limitations exist that affect the service 
levels and funding sources?  Where is this information maintained/accessed? 
• What information is available to the customer and how is it disseminated? 
 
D. PROJECT SCOPE 
 This project addresses the primary services under each of the four product lines 
provided by the PWBL.  The study is limited to the service request portion of the service 
process only and does not address how the services are accomplished after the request is 
validated.  Other services provided by NAVFAC Northwest are not included in this 
study.  The PWBL customer base is extensive and varied so interviews are limited to a 
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representative sampling focusing on those who have had past problems and some who are 
not known to have problems.  Implementation of recommendations is examined with 
regard to the estimated level of difficulty to implement, but development of 
implementation procedures or plans is not in the scope of this project. 
 
E. METHODOLOGY 
1. Data Gathering 
Existing product line data was collected to determine the process participants and 
the types of services provided in each product line.  The data gathered provided an 
overview of the NAVFAC organizational structure and the roles of the process 
participants.  From this information the regional manager of each product line was 
determined to be the likely starting point for interviews.  These managers are called 
“Product Line Coordinators (PLCs).”  As the lead regional expert of each product line the 
PLCs were able to provide the names of the NAVFAC staff members at the various field 
sites who were interfacing with the NAVFAC customers.  The names of the customer 
representatives were provided by both the PLCs and the field staff.  Names of customer 
representatives who had both positive and negative experiences were requested.   A 
standard set of interview questions were developed for the three groups of process 
participants. 
• Product Line Coordinators 
• NAVFAC field personnel 
• Customer representatives 
The interview questions have been provided in Appendix 1.  Fifty interviews were 
conducted to collect information and answers to the questions.  Most interviews were 
conducted in person, however; some were conducted by phone due to traveling distance 
and time constraints.  Information was provided willingly by nearly all participants. 
2. Compilation and Analysis 
From the information collected the current service request process was mapped 
for each product line.   A decision tree/hierarchy format was used for the mapping.  This 
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allowed the process decisions to be identified revealing where key information must be 
exchanged between NAVFAC personnel and their customers.  Process maps are provided 
in Appendices 2 through 6. 
Notes and information from the interviews were analyzed to identify common 
themes and issues.  These have been analyzed and presented in the results section.  
Because there are no systems that capture quantitative data associated with the issues 




























A. COLLECTIVE OBSERVATIONS 
1. Process Mapping 
At the very beginning of the process the requestor must know what type of service 
they want.  This question starts the decision tree and must be known to determine which 
product line to go to for the next level of interaction with NAVFAC.  This initial portion 
of the process is shown in Appendix 2 along with portions of the service lists for each 
product line (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 2011), (Public Work Business 
Line, 2009).  Once the appropriate product line is determined the client continues to the 
associated product line process map.  The electronic file is included in the imbedded 
document below for full access to all process maps, a complete listing of services, and to 
provide a starting tool for future updating. 
PWBL 
CONSOLIDATED PRO   
 
2. Interview and Data Observations 
A common theme among the various product line interviews is that NAVFAC 
personnel are generally good to work with and do their best to help the customer.  Many 
experienced customer representatives also credit NAVFAC for process advances made to 
date.  That stated, there are still a few opportunities for improvement.  Issues common to 
more than one product line are presented in Table 1.  Results specific to individual 
product lines are reported in the appendices. 
The collective results in Table 1 are presented along with the frequency of the 
responses and the locations reported.  Without recorded data associated with these 




Table 1 - Collective Results 
 
 The results are listed in order from highest percentage of occurrence among 





Issue/Observation Consequences Kitsap Everett Whidbey
1 73%
Services are impacted by limited 
resources.  Host command (Navy 
Region Northwest) funding levels 
are perceived to be too low.  
Resource sharing between 
NAVFAC sites occurs but is not 
optimized.
Customers subsidize services with their 
funds or personnel.
NAVFAC field staff turn customers 













Funding sources and 
corresponding service levels are 
not always clear.
Customers and NAVFAC spend extra 
time negotiating what services and 












Large amounts of information are 
used in the PWBL processes but 
it is not readily accessible to many 
NAVFAC customers.  Access to 
NAVFAC’s web site requires a 
sponsor for each individual.  
Some customer representatives 
do not have computer access yet 
still need to know who to call and 
what information to provide.
Staff at customer Commands learn 
contacts and process information from 
their predecessors.  Customer 
representatives call any contact number 
in NAVFAC and are redirected.  
Guidance is provided individually to 
each caller verbally or by email and 
varies from site to site.  Staff spend 
time answering repititous questions.  
Callers may provide whatever 
information worked the last time even if 












Long range planning information is 
not shared between customers 
and NAVFAC.  Services are 
provided just in time.
Resources are not adequate when 









Regular meetings occur in some 
areas but not others.
Customer concerns and problems are 
not addressed.  NAVFAC perspective 









There is greater confusion when 
customer commands do not have 
designated representatives who 
are authorized to request services.
Services may be provided in the wrong 
priority or without sufficient funds.  





Customers at Kitsap bases report 
long delays in processing contract 
modification requests.
Customers spend time tracking the 





where the issue was reported and show which product lines are affected at those 
locations.  The locations relate to the three Public Works Departments (PWDs) in the 
field serving NAVFAC customers (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 2010).  
Kitsap includes bases and Command activities supported by PWD Kitsap.  It is the 
largest of the three and includes Commands at Bremerton, Bangor, Keyport, Indian 
Island, and Manchester.  Everett refers to PWD Everett which supports Commands at 
Everett, Smokey Point, Jim Creek, and Pacific Beach.  Whidbey refers to PWD Whidbey 
which supports Commands at Whidbey Island and Boardman Oregon. 
 
B. ANALYSIS OF OBSERVATIONS 
The responses collected in the interviews were analyzed for common themes and 
grouped into categories.  Root cause analysis (Brassard & Ritter, 1994) was then 
conducted to determine which responses were indicative of a root cause and which were 
follow-on issues or consequences stemming from the underlying problems. 
The collective results gathered validate that perceived problems exist although not 
in all product lines and locations.  The most commonly reported issue is the lack of 
sufficient resources by NAVFAC and by the funding providers.  In some cases supported 
commands supplement with their own resources and are even referred to other service 
providers by NAVFAC field staff.  Related to this issue is the fragmented level of 
information associated with funding and service levels for both NAVFAC field staff and 
customers.  Unclear information about the source of funds and authorized service levels 
exacerbates the perception of limited resources.  When information does exist, customer 
accessibility is the next most frequently reported problem.  Nearly all customers have 
difficulty accessing information or getting referenced material in a standard fashion.  
Some product lines have a more structured interface arrangement with customers and 
provide specific guidelines.  In contrast, other customers contact a familiar number, learn 
the process over time from predecessors, or work through established relationships.  
Communication problems appear lower where designated representatives are assigned 


























III. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
A. COLLECTIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 
The recommendations are categorized into three areas; Communications, 
Documentation, and Training.  The recommendations for each category are shown in 
Table 2 along with the potential benefits.  The benefits are identified based on resolution 
of the consequences of concern to the client and process participants.  Strategic 
Management Theory identifies four strategies that company’s use to improve operational 
effectiveness (Hill & Jones, 2010, 2008).  These are efficiency, quality, innovation, and 
customer responsiveness.  The benefits and recommendations presented align with these 
strategies.  They also relate directly to the following NAVFAC strategic goals (Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command, 2010): 
1. Workforce Development 
2. High-Performing Teams 
3. Global Readiness 
4. Adapt and Innovate 
5. Proactive Enterprise 
6. Information Quality 
7. Visionary Leadership 
8. Stakeholder Partnering 
 
The list of recommendations in Table 2 is provided in support of the observations 
common to multiple product lines.  Further details explaining each recommendation are 
presented following the table.  The impact of each recommendation is visually apparent 









B. RECOMMENDATION DETAILS 
1. Communication Recommendations 
i. Website recommendation 
NAVFAC should consider providing customers with a central website for 
NAVFAC service information.   Information should be easy to navigate and organized in 
a consistent format amongst the product lines.  Decision trees or process flows showing 
customers the information needed when contacting NAVFAC should be posted and easy 
to find.  Historically, security and contractor-sensitive information has hampered the 
process of posting information outside of NAVFAC’s internal web site.  NRNW has a 
portal for each command that may be leveraged for posting non-sensitive information.  It 
may not be possible to provide all customers access to the portal, but if the majority of 
customers with a Common Access Card (CAC) log-in could get the information it would 
significantly reduce the current issue. 
ii. Customer Symposium 
 Holding an annual customer symposium would be a venue for NAVFAC to 
communicate current requirements to customers and gather feedback.  Ideas for topics 
could be solicited from customers far enough in advance to properly plan the event.  
Specific issues could be addressed in smaller workshops or training sessions, preceded by 
an opening high-level session.  A few examples of topics that could be covered are: UEM 
billing process, MAXIMO training, acquisition training, rate development, and next fiscal 
year projects by product line. 
 A concern based on the current problems is that NAVFAC would need to ensure 
that working-level staff attend this event.  While it is valuable for high-level leadership to 
attend, the information does not always trickle down to the impacted level.  In order to 
reach the appropriate spectrum of attendees this would need to be explained in the invite 
to the command.  It may be helpful if working-level NAVFAC staff also encouraged their 
working-level counterparts to attend. 
Using methods and lessons from the NAVFAC contract symposium may be 
helpful in implementing this recommendation.  Offering a Video Tele-conferencing 
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option would be beneficial to NAVFAC to save space on the facility required and allow 
more customers to attend.  Many large facilities in the region offer this capability.   
iii. Publications 
For customer representatives who do not have access to computers on the 
waterfront at the time services are needed, hard copies of information and contact points 
are a valuable tool.  This can include brochures, posters, reference cards with phone 
numbers, and the like.  The target audience should be considered and the environment in 
which they are working. 
iv. Long Range Planning Coordination 
Some supported Commands have workload projections extending out 
several years.  NAVFAC should consider coordinating planning meetings with supported 
Commands that have a noticeable impact on the demands of NAVFAC services.  By 
tying the Commands’ workload projections to the impact on resource demands in the 
various product lines, NAVFAC would be able to improve the supply of services and 
equipment.  This would help address the issue of limited resources. 
v. Regular meetings (Annual or Bi-Annual) with customers 
NAVFAC holds regular meetings with some customers, primarily in the 
FM&S and FMFS product lines.  NAVFAC should expand this practice to customers in 
other product lines that have recurring questions.  Annual meetings should be arranged 
with major customers to discuss projects for the year, workload, policy changes, etc.  
Additional meetings to deal with operational level issues during the year can be added 
using a similar forum.  Some customers already have this, but many do not.   
vi. Expand Building Manager Concept 
The Building Manager program works well within the FM&S and FMFS 
product lines.  Emphasis on the program has strengthened the relationship between 
NAVFAC and the customer by facilitating communication.  The Building Manager 
program at Whidbey Island is particularly robust and should be considered as a model for 
other product lines and other locations. A few Navy customers in the UEM product line 
already benefit from the Building Manager program, but most do not.  The BSVE product 
line uses a similar concept for some transportation services such as long-term vehicle 
rental, but may benefit from expansion to other services.   
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2. Documentation Recommendations 
i.   Post and Maintain Decision Tree Process Maps 
Decision tree process maps showing the front end of the customer service 
request process are included in the appendices of this report and provided electronically 
in a Microsoft Excel file.  These process maps should be posted to allow easy access to 
both NAVFAC staff and their customers.  As processes are modified or expanded updates 
to these maps can be easily incorporated and posted.  NAVFAC may need to establish a 
protocol for maintaining version control and edit access. 
ii.   Update Instructions and MOAs 
While multiple instructions and MOAs exist, many are outdated or 
incomplete.  The effort to update these can be time consuming due to the necessity for 
reviews and concurrence signatures from multiple organizations.  NAVFAC could 
narrow the scope of the effort by examining which lagging instructions and MOAs are 
causing the most frustration.  Updating these documents will help alleviate disagreement 
and confusion at the field level and improve the working relationship with customer 
representatives. 
iii.  Common Lists of Funding Sources and Service Levels 
Field personnel develop lists or guides to capture decisions on funding 
sources and service levels.  These are kept at individual locations if available and are not 
shared or maintained in commonly accessible locations.  If a common list is maintained 
in a master file, it can be used to document baseline decisions and subsequent changes.  A 
proposed example is provided in Appendix 7.  The list should include common names of 
customer activities that align with other resources and tools such as MAXIMO and the 
financial systems.  The electronic version of the example is included in the icon link 
below.  It is correlated to the service list used for the process maps described earlier. 
(Public Work Business Line, 2009) (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 2011) 
NAVFAC Official 
Billing Matrix for NRNW       
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3. Training Recommendations 
i. NAVFAC Internal Training on Resources & Capabilities 
Conducting periodic internal training or briefings within the NAVFAC 
Command will help refresh and reinforce personnel knowledge of NAVFAC service 
capabilities and policies.  Training should include information on the Working Capital 
Fund business model, the reasons for the processes used, and the assets and capabilities 
that are available for sharing between sites.  Optimizing use of the available resources 
between sites when demand fluctuates maximizes the investment value and minimizes 
cost to the supported Commands. 
ii. Acquisition Process Training 
NAVFAC customers often express frustration with turn-around time on 
requested contract modifications.  Some Commands have been successful preparing 
internal contracts through Naval Supply Command (NAVSUP) or other contracting 
agencies to procure services and/or equipment items with a perceived short turn-around.  
Providing training to the customers so they understand why NAVFAC contract 
modifications take longer to complete may alleviate some customer frustration.   
iii. CNIC Service Level Training 
Customers are often frustrated with the service levels that NAVFAC 
provides.  Some of this frustration could be alleviated by providing the customers with a 
clear definition of the different service levels.  Explaining the process used by NRNW 
and CNIC to set established service levels and what drives those decisions would also 
help. 
 
C. BENEFIT ANALYSIS 
The recommendations are numerous and provide varying levels of benefits.  To 
determine how to prioritize the recommendations for implementation there are several 
methods used in decision making that compare options.  Most methods involve 
examination of dollar values associated with the options in question.  Some involve 
complex mathematical models.  As supporting financial data is not readily available for 
this analysis, the recommendations are compared on the basis of the ease of 
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implementation and number of potential benefits achieved.  Figure 1 shows the 
implementation ratings charted in relation to the number of benefits predicted for each 
recommendation.  The recommendation number on the chart corresponds to the number 
assigned in Table 2. 
The implementation scores used for the chart are based on a scale of 1 to 10.  In 
this scale a rating of 1 is used for actions in which the organization has complete 
influence over implementation and it can be implemented without increased efforts or 
investment.  A rating of 10 is applied to actions in which the organization has limited or 
no influence over the process and major investment of labor and non-labor are required.  
After plotting the scores the recommendations in the upper left quadrant of the chart 
stand out as the recommendations that would provide the greatest benefits for the least 
difficulty of implementation.  Although not charted, the recommendations provided for 
the individual product lines in Appendices 3 through 6 are also given implementation 
ratings using the same scale. 
 

























Most Influence over 
the Process & Least 
Investment Cost
Most  Difficult
Little or No Influence 
over the Process & 
High Investment Cost
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For this analysis the benefits were given equal weighting.  Utility theory 
(Balakrishnan, Render, & Stair, 2007) suggests that the decision maker weight the 
potential benefits of each recommendation.  To allow the client to adjust the weighting of 
the benefits in alignment with NAVFAC values, the electronic file generating Figure 1 is 
provided as a tool for customized analysis.  This is a straightforward Microsoft Excel file 
titled PW Benefit Analysis Tool.  It contains the formulas and worksheets for scoring 
input along with instructions for the user.  Copies of the scoring worksheets in the file are 
provided in Appendix 8 for readers of this report who do not have an electronic version.  
Using the file, NAVFAC can change the weights of each benefit and the rating of 
implementation difficulty, which will change the plotting of each recommendation.  
However, the recommendations appearing in the top left region of Figure 1 are still the 
ones suggested for initial consideration. 
PW Benefit Analysis 
Tool.xlsx  
Regardless of which recommendations are considered, management support is a 
key element to implementing change in an organization.  According to J.P. Kotter 
(Kotter, 1999) as referenced on Organizational Behavior (McShane & Von Glinow, 
2009), “Transformational leaders are the primary agents of change because they form a 
vision of the desired future state, communicate that vision in ways that are meaningful to 
others, behave in ways that are consistent with the vision, and build commitment to the 
vision.”   A website is not useful if employees are not keeping it updated and referring 
customers to the site.  The same could be said of any of the described recommendations. 
 
D. ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Product Line Recommendations 
Recommendations specific to the individual product lines are provided in 
Appendices 3 through 6.  These are also presented with the implementation and benefit 
scores similar to the recommendations above.  A brief title for each recommendation 
follows with details provided in the appendices. 
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• FM&S – continue software upgrades 
• FM&S – conduct MAXIMO training 
• BSVE – improve funding document acceptance process 
• BSVE – validate equipment ownership policy and records 
• BSVE – provide funding balance reports 
• BSVE – train NAVFAC staff regularly on the service request process 
• UEM – continue metering investment 
• UEM – establish systematic approach to meter reviews 
• UEM – improve customer reports 
• UEM – review utility allocation process 
2. Recommendations for Further Study 
There are some areas that could benefit from further study.  The contract 
modification process involved with the Base Operations Support Contract (BOSC) at the 
Kitsap sites should be reviewed.  Delays reported in some cases exceed a year.  Another 
area to consider for further study is the source of BSVE services and equipment.  
Resource sharing, options for peak demand and optimum types of equipment for the 
usage environment should be included in the study.  Supply chain management 
information may be helpful in both areas of future study. 
 
E. LIMITATIONS 
1. Quantitative Information Limits 
Due to lack of data system metrics associated with the identified problems, the 
quantity analysis is limited to the number and location of respondents reporting the 
perceived issues.  There is no time or occurrence data captured in an electronic system 
associated with these particular issues that could be used to confirm the severity of the 
results.  Efforts to capture such data could be costly and NAVFAC may want to consider 
implementing low cost recommendations first. 
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2. Qualitative Information limits 
Due to the variety of products and services and methods of delivering those 
services, there is no one-size-fits-all solution.  Further, the participants have differing 
views on the importance of the issues.  To address these limitations, the PW Benefit 
Analysis Tool used to produce the chart in Figure 1 is provided.  This tool allows the 
client and product line managers to adjust the weighting of the benefits based on their 
perceived utility or value. 
 
F. SUMMARY AND CLOSING STATEMENTS 
The interview data confirmed the perception of the problem in some areas but 
also revealed that many improvements have been made.  Analysis of the results showed 
which problems were identified with higher level of occurrence and the consequences 
associated with them.  The recommendations presented and anticipated benefits are tied 
to resolution of the consequences and NAVFAC’s strategic values (Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, 2010). 
NAVFAC’s willingness to continue looking for improvement is a benefit to the 
Navy and the mission of their supported commands.  By enlisting SGFT Consulting to 
examine the customer-interface portion of their PWBL process, there is evidence of 
continued desire for increasing operational effectiveness (Hill & Jones, 2010, 2008).  
Implementation of even some of the recommendations provided in this study will achieve 
many benefits in this area.  SGFT Consulting appreciates the opportunity to conduct the 
study and provide this report for NAVFAC’s consideration. 
  
 29 
LIST OF REFERENCES 
Balakrishnan, N., Render, B., & Stair, R. M. (2007). Managerial Decision Modeling with 
Spreadsheets (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc. 
Brassard, M., & Ritter, D. (1994). The Memory Jogger II. Salem: GOAL/QPC. 
Floro, C. (2011, October 7). Follow-up Meeting with Potential Client. (W. Gordon, C. 
Graver, T. Lazo, & S. Siegner, Interviewers) 
Floro, C. (2011, September 7). Initial Meeting with Potential Client. (W. Gordon, C. 
Graver, T. Lazo, & S. Siegner, Interviewers) 
Hill, C. W., & Jones, G. R. (2010, 2008). Strategic Management Theory, An Integrated 
Approach (9th ed.). Mason, Ohio: South-Western Cengage Learning. 
Kotter, J. (1999). Leading Change: The Eight Steps to Transformation. In J. Conger, G. 
Spreitzer, & E. Lawler III, The Leader's Change Handbook (pp. 221-67). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
McShane, S. L., & Von Glinow, M. A. (2009). Organizational Behavior [Essentials] 
(Second ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill/Irwin. 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command. (2010, October). Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command FY2011 Concept of Operations. Retrieved August 2011, from NAVFAC 
Portal: https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/portal/page/portal/NAVFACHQ/ 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command. (2011, September). Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command Products and Services. Washington D.C.: Department of Navy. 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command. (2010). NAVFAC 2010-2017 Strategic Plan. 
Washington Navy Yard, DC. 
Navy Region Northwest. (2010, April 15). Building Manager Program. Silverdale, 
Washington: Department of Navy. 
PSNS&IMF. (2007, January 8). Memorandum of Agreement Between PSNS&IMF and 
NAVFAC Northwest Regarding Meetings. Bremerton, Washington: Department of 
Navy. 
Public Work Business Line. (2009). Northwest Navy Facility Support Service Provider 
Location Matrix. Retrieved August 2011, from NAVFAC Northwest Portal PWBL site: 
https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/portal/page/portal/navfac/ 
Simchi-Levi, D., Kaminsky, P., & Simchi-Levi, E. (2007). Designing and Managing the 
























THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 31 
INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST 
 
1. Christopher Floro 






























APPENDIX 1 - INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
The three sets of interview questions used in this study are provided below. 
 
Product Line Coordinator Interview Questions: 
 
1. Is this list of services an up-to-date/accurate representation of your product line?  
Anything missing or incorrect?  Are all of these service provided by NAVFAC or are 
other service providers involved? 
2. Can you tell us about how customers request and fund these services or request 
changes to these services? 
3. Do you have any references or documentation that affect the service levels or funding 
aspect of the request process? 
4. Can you tell us what is working well with that process and what could work better?  
Why?  Examples? 
5. Our plan is to interview the field personnel (i.e. the people in NAVFAC who are 
contacted by the customers) and some of the customers to further detail the process.  
Can you give us your recommendations of who to interview so we may uncover both 
the best and most problematic area (if any) for you? 
6. Do you have any questions for us or are there any questions you think we should 
have asked? Can we contact you another time if we have follow up questions? 
 
NAVFAC Field Staff Interview Questions: 
 
1. How long have you been working with the ____ product line? 
2. Can you tell us what happens when a customer contacts you for a new service or for a 
change in service? 
a. How do they make contact (phone, email, other)? 
b. What do you ask? 
c. How do you know if the requestor is authorized to order the service/change? 
d. How do you know who is funding or paying for the request? 
e. What happens between the first contact and the service delivery or denial? 
f. Is NAVFAC the only authorized provider of the service or are there other 
options for the customer? 
g. How is the customer kept informed of the status of their request?  
3. What information about funding, policies, services, limitations, etc do you have 
access to and how do you access it? 
4. Are there any regular meetings or contacts with customers? 
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5. Do you have an up to date list of your customers and contact names?  If yes, how is it 
maintained? 
6. Are there any particular customers or anyone else you think we should talk to? 
7. How often do customers contact you with an issue that is not in your area of 
responsibility and what do you do? 
8. Can you tell us what is working well with that process and what could work better? 
Why? Examples? 
9. Any questions for us or any questions you think we should have asked?  Can we talk 
to you again at another time if we have follow up questions? 
 
Customer Interview Questions: 
 
1. What Public Works services do you request from NAVFAC or other providers? 
 (For example: Facility maintenance, repair, Facility Services such as janitorial, 
Transportation, Utilities, etc.) 
a. Which ones do you use other providers for? 
b. Are there regulatory requirements for who you can use? 
2.  What is the process you internally use for requesting services from NAVFAC?    
a. Does NAVFAC provide you with guidance on how this process should work?   
b. What information about obtaining services from NAVFAC do you have 
access to and how do you get to it? 
3. Who do you contact initially?  How do you know who to contact?   
a. If you have a contact list how is it maintained? 
b. If you don’t what method do you use to find the contact person?  
c. Is there a time when you have to contact someone different than who you 
request the service from initially (problem with service)? 
d. Would you find it beneficial for NAVFAC to hold regular meetings with 
customers (annually or quarterly)? 
i. If yes: 
1. What type of information would you like to have presented? 
2. Who would you like to attend or not attend (i.e. specific 
NAVFAC people, not certain types of customers like private 
party, etc)? 
3. How often? Where? 
4. Can you tell us what is working well with that process and what could work better? 
Why? Examples? 
5. Any questions for us or any questions you think we should have asked?  Can we talk 
to you again at another time if we have follow up questions? 
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APPENDIX 2 – INITIAL PRODUCT LINE DETERMINATION 
 
 
Figure 2 - Service Request Starting Map 
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APPENDIX 3 (FM&S) 
 The Facility Management and Sustainment (FM&S) product line supports the Infrastructure Condition Assessment Program (ICAP), 
which provides comprehensive assessment processes for planning, managing, and executing Navy infrastructure inspections. This includes 
services related to the maintenance and repair of buildings and infrastructure.  The process for requesting services in the FM&S product line 
is shown in Figure 3. 
A. FM&S CURRENT PROCESS MAP 
 










on? Is this for a small 
scope project not 
considered 
maintenance or 
repair, but required 
to enhance use of 
assigned space
Does it qualify for 
a Bullet on existing 
contract with EJB?
Bronze - up to $250 - 7 calendar 
day completion
Silver - cost btw $250 - $500 -
12 calendar day completion
Gold - cost btw $500 - $1,000 -
12 calendar day completion
Platinum - cost btw $1,000 -
$2,500 - 30 calendar day 
completion
Does this qualify  
as a newProject 
Request over 
$5,000 but under 
MILCON 
threshold?






Is this in the FMS 
short and long range 
plan?
FMS action most 
sites 
(for PSNS Code 
980)






Emergency- immediate threat to facility or 
personnel or mission critical work 
stoppage. Response time 1 hour to 
mitigate - 30 days for permanent repair. 
Use protocol at specific site - POC calls trouble 
desk 
(for IMF CDO)
Urgent - Repair that is required soon but not 
considered an emergency. Completion time 
is 15 calendar days.
Use protocal at specific site - Bldg Mgr, ACL, 
FMS, or SRM Code 980 will contact work control 
group - request entered in MAXIMO
Routine - Repair that is required but not 
urgent. Completion time is 60 calendar days.
Use protocal at specific site - Bldg Mgr, ACL, FMS, 
or SRM Code 980 will contact work control group -




COMNAVREGNWINST 11100.1, Building Manager Program      
https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/portal/page/portal/navfacnw/pwdkitsap 
(Facilities Management Division / Building Manager Program Instruction)
Recom. B.3
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The initial steps in the process within the FM&S product line are similar across 
locations.  Each locations process becomes unique after initial contact is made with the 
Building Manager.  There are notable differences at each location regarding the balance 
of area of responsibility (AOR) for the Facility Management Specialist (FMS) and the 
Building Managers.  Secondary process maps should be developed for each site or based 
on the AOR of the FMS.  The secondary maps should incorporate the variability of the 
performing activities (i.e., contractor personnel and government shop personnel). 
 
B.  FM&S RESULTS 
The NAVFAC FM&S service processes appear to be working well across the 
NAVFAC Northwest Region AOR.  Most customers know who to contact and how to get 
the services they need.  That being said, this product line a) integrates with the service 
processes of FMFS and UEM; b) includes a cross-sectional workforce to complete the 
service processes of government civilian, military, and various contractors (Public Work 
Business Line, 2009); and c) has elements of services that are distinct and unique 
dependent on location or site of service. 
NAVFAC FM&S is proactive about communicating the status of work orders; 
however, the information technology programs are not fully integrated.  The programs 
are MAXIMO 7.1 – Work Induction System (WIS), eContracts, and eProjects.  The 
manual data entry required for each database sometimes results in loss of data and 
miscommunication to customers.  Some customers have minimal input with view rights 
into MAXIMO and others have no access to MAXIMO.    
This product line has established formal meeting guidance (PSNS&IMF, 2007), 
informal scheduled meetings (i.e., Acquisition Management Board), and 
informal/unscheduled communication avenues.  The communication flow appears to be 
at multiple levels (albeit sometimes segregated) from Senior Leadership to the Building 
Manager and/or approved caller list (ACL) depending on the site of service.  The direct 
contact with the Work Control Group by the ACL and/or Building Manager for service 
requests is unique to each site but consistently managed at each location. 
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A strong common theme derived from the Facility Management Specialist (FMS) 
interviews was the Public Works Department (PWD) “team” embedded culture.  The 
FMSs have made several internal improvements post regionalization; however, the 
Building Manager training and the Building Manager Program Instruction (Navy Region 
Northwest, 2010) are two of the primary products given the highest success responses at 
all service sites. 
All services are funded by CNIC Facility Sustainment (ST) funds and customers 
are not supposed to augment by sending funding documents to NAVFAC, by contracting 
independent of NAVFAC, or by having their own employees perform the work if they 
are unhappy with the service level.  However, customers have on their own accord or per 
suggestion from NAVFAC personnel, provided funds to NAVFAC for additional 
services, contracted through FISC or other contracting agency directly, or performed 
some sustainment and maintenance work in-house. 
All agree that the FM&S ST funds are allocated in a standard way.  The Facility 
Sustainment Model is used to determine the required expenditure level for optimal 
facility sustainment.  Replacement and modernization expenditures levels are based on a 
useful life of 67 years.  Funding levels are provided using a common percentage of these 
optimal levels and are prorated based on customer function, and priority.  Funding 
facility modernization and equipment installation is challenging for NAVFAC and 
customers. 
C. FM&S RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. MAXIMO 7.1 (WIS) Improvements 
i. Software Upgrades 
(Difficulty to Implement: 8 / Number of Benefits: 4)  Continue investment 
in software refinement and upgrades to meet users’ needs.  Users at all levels and 
multiple sites are experiencing issues with the latest version and other programs that must 
be manually maintained. 
ii. MAXIMO Training 
(Difficulty to Implement: 5 / Number of Benefits: 4)  Review training 
process currently established for users and modify and retrain if necessary.  Various sites 
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expressed different levels of competency with the software.  Suggest surveying sites and 
taking the best from the best approach. 
iii Customer Access 
(Difficulty to Implement: 5 / Number of Benefits: 4)  Provide customer 
training to view/query/print on-line status of work requests.  The risk is that some 
customers may not want the access or responsibility. 
 
2. Improved Customer Service 
i. Website 
(Difficulty to Implement: 3 / Number of Benefits: 7)  Several Instructions, 
MOAs, training materials, points of contact listings, etc. were readily available from the 
NAVFAC FM&S product line interviews.  If all of this information became available on 
a portal central web page for the users, this should decrease flow-time of service requests. 
ii. Acquisition Training 
(Difficulty to Implement: 4 / Number of Benefits: 5)  Contract-related 
acquisition training for customers should be provided.  There are legal constraints when 
modifying or adding services to the Base Operation Services Contract (BOSC).  Adding a 
training brief to a portal central web page for the users and/or provide the training in 
conjunction with the Building Manager training would educate the customers on the 
acquisition process.  This may not change the timeframe required for a change in the 
contract, but will increase customer awareness and may decrease questions and/or 
complaints. 
iii. Service Level Training 
(Difficulty to Implement: 3 / Number of Benefits: 3)  Service Level training 
for customers should be provided.  There are financial constraints placed upon CNIC and 
NAVFAC for facility sustainment.  Adding a training brief to a portal central web page 
for the users and/or provide the training in conjunction with the Building Manager 
training would educate the customers on the various service levels and associate funding 
constraints.   This may not change the level of services that are funded, but will increase 
customer awareness and may decrease questions and/or complaints. 
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iv. ST Funding Planning/Limitations 
(Difficulty to Implement: 6 / Number of Benefits: 5)  Fund constraints have 
significantly limited ST funds availability for facility modifications.  Initiate a short-
range/long-range planning tool for customers to communicate to FMSs.  Align the input 
from customers to coincide with NAVFAC budget deadlines. 
3. Further Study 
NAVFAC NW should revisit and communicate guidelines for internal personnel 
and customers regarding legal restrictions on augmenting an appropriation with either a) 
funding other than ST and b) civilian, military, or non-facility contractors performing 
facility sustainment or modifications outside their AOR. The safety of personnel while 
performing these functions is also a concern. 
4. Additional Resources for FM&S Product Line: 
Information listed below is provided to the client electronically for follow on use. 
FMFS Product Line Concept of Operations (CONOPS) 
MAXIMO – WIS Introduction Brief 
MAXIMO – link for training 
BMS – Business Management System B 15 (FM&S) 
COMNAVREGNW Instruction 11100.1 – Building Manager Program 
NBK Building Manager Program Training 
PWD Organization Template 
Point of Contact List for Building Managers 
NBK Building Manager List 
PSNS Building Manager List  
Whidbey Island Facility/Building Manager Program Training 
Whidbey Island Building Manager List 
PSNS&IMF Instruction 11016.1H – Facility/Service Request 
MOA between PSNS&IMF and NAVFACNW 
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APPENDIX 4 (FMFS) 
 The FMFS product line provides management, technical support, and performance assessment for facility support contracts.  FMFS 
contracts provide for grounds maintenance, snow removal, janitorial, pest control, refuse and other facility support operations.  The process for 
requesting services in the FMFS product line is shown in Figure 4. 
A.  FMFS CURRENT PROCESS MAP 
 




Repair required to mitigate an immediate threat to 
facility or personnel
Response time 1 hour to mitigate - 30 days for 
permanent repair
Can be called in by anyone
Call Trouble Desk  
NO EMAIL
Urgent
Repair that is required soon but not considered 
an emergency
Completion time is 15 calendar days
Routine 
Repair that is required but not urgent 












Refer Caller back to 
appropriate Building 
Manager




Use protocol at 
specific site to get 
Work Request in 


















For small scope projects not considered maintenance or repair, but 
required to enhance use of assigned space
Bronze - up to $250 - 7 calendar day completion
Silver - cost between $250 - $500 - 12 Calendar day completion
Gold - cost between $500 - $1,000 - 12 calendar day completion
Platinum - cost between $1,000 - $2,500 - 30 calendar day completion
Building Manager (BM) submit Work 
Request to PW Work Control
Use protocol at specific 
site to get Work Request 
in MAXIMO - BM, FMS or 
CSR Responsibility
Change/Add 
Services Contact Building 
Manager (BM)
Use protocol at specific site to get Work 
Request in MAXIMO - BM, FMS, CSR 
Responsibility BM submit Work Request to 
PW Work Control via MAXIMO
Pass to Facilities Engineering & 




The initial steps in the process within the FMFS product line are similar across 
locations.  Each location’s process becomes unique after initial contact is made with the 
Building Manager.  If the process can be standardized at all locations these process maps 
can be expanded.  If unique processes must be maintained at each location, secondary 
process maps should be completed accordingly. 
 
B. FMFS RESULTS 
1. Interview and Data Observations 
Overall feedback from the interviews conducted suggests that the FMFS product 
line is functioning well.  While there are some differences in the details, the process 
customers use to request services at each installation runs smoothly.  Everyone 
interviewed gave credit for the success of the FMFS product line to the emphasis 
NAVFAC placed in recent years on standing up or improving a Building Manager 
program.   
The Building Manager has become the primary liaison between the Facilities 
Management Division (FMD) and the customers.  Except for Emergency Service calls, 
which can be made by anyone, only those listed on the authorized Building Manager List 
for each installation are allowed to call the service desk.  At the Naval Base Kitsap 
location they are transitioning to a process that requires the Building Manager to submit 
any non-emergency requests via e-mail using an electronic Work Request Form instead 
of calling.  The goal is to better document the service being requested and take away any 
uncertainty on the details for the problem. 
The Building Manager program has not only streamlined the customer request 
process, but has also allowed for better information sharing between NAVFAC and the 
customer.  For example, all of the locations provide the Building Managers with weekly 
or monthly reports giving them the current status on any work requested.  By reviewing 
the information in these reports, the Building Manager can assist NAVFAC with tracking 
and ensuring jobs are completed to everyone’s satisfaction. 
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The Building Manager program at Whidbey Island seems to be the most robust 
and the other installations may be able to use them as a model for some improvements to 
their own Building Manager programs.  Whidbey Island not only provides the initial 
Building Manager training, but they also have a monthly meeting with all the Building 
Managers to provide additional training or share information pertinent to their facilities.  
Whidbey also provides training for all Building Managers on MAXIMO and expects the 
Building Managers to input their own work requests into that system.  None of the other 
installations allow their Building Managers access to MAXIMO, nor do they provide 
training on MAXIMO.   
In fact if there is one problem when it comes to the FMFS product line, 
consistently addressed during the interviews, it would be the use of the MAXIMO 
program.  This system never has been particularly user friendly, but the latest version 
seems to have challenged everyone.    
Bottom line, the Building Manager program has helped the FMFS product line be 
successful in working with their customers.  The customer knows who to call and 
NAVFAC is responsive.   
 
 
2. FMFS Results Table 





Comments Made By: 








All Roads Lead to MAXIMO   X   
Latest Release of MAXIMO (7.1) Challenging   X   
Training on MAXIMO is Lacking   X X 
NAVFAC Portal Contains Information but not accessible by 
customers X X   
Building Manager only authorized callers for non-
emergency service calls - has helped streamline process   X X 
One POC maintains Building Manger List at each location   X X 
NAVFAC provides training to all Building Managers   X X 
Building Managers are Liaison between customers and 
NAVFAC   X X 
Biggest Shortfall is MAXIMO X X X 
Building Manager Program helps everyone know who to 
contact for every building on the base   X X 
Building Manager program has helped reduce duplicate 
calls to Trouble Desk   X   
Authorized Caller list maintained by NAVFAC   X X 
Good Communication between Building Managers and 
NAVFAC - meetings, reports, etc. X X X 
Table 3- FMFS Results Table 
 
C. FMFS RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. MAXIMO Training  
(Difficulty to Implement: 5 / Number of Benefits: 4) – All work requested in the 
FMFS product line is entered and tracked until completion using MAXIMO.  
Unfortunately, the latest release of MAXIMO (Version 7.1) is not user friendly.  In most 
locations, the FMS maintains responsibility for all entries into MAXIMO.  In fact, in 
most locations Building Manager access is discouraged by the FMS because it is easier to 
do input themselves rather than take on responsibility of training the Building Managers 
on MAXIMO.   Unfortunately, without direct access to MAXIMO the Building Managers 
are limited in their ability to monitor their ongoing work requests.  The FMS will provide 
reports to the Building Managers weekly or monthly, depending on location, but this 
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creates additional work for the FMS.  If the Building Managers were given access and 
trained on MAXIMO they could monitor the work more closely and provide assistance to 
the FMS to ensure work is done correctly and in a timely manner.  Cost of MAXIMO 
training would be minimal and largely based on labor expenses while attending or 
providing training.  
2. Expand Building Manager Program using Whidbey as a Model 
(Difficulty to Implement: 5 / Number of Benefits: 4) – The Building Manager 
program up at Whidbey Island is much more robust than the Building Manager program 
at other locations.  Each command is briefed on the BM program and the expectation 
from top down, is each command on station will fully support the program.  This level of 
support has helped Whidbey develop a successful Building Manager program.   
The Building Managers at Whidbey are seen as part of the NAVFAC team.  Since 
there are no FMS at Whidbey, the Building Managers take on a portion of what are 
traditionally FMS responsibilities at the other locations.  Whidbey uses the Building 
Managers as their eyes on the buildings.  Building Managers at Whidbey all have direct 
access to MAXIMO and are able to input their own work orders into the system.  
Whidbey is committed to providing the Building Managers with their initial Building 
Manager training, but also with detailed MAXIMO training.  As follow on support, 
Whidbey holds monthly Building Manager meetings to pass along pertinent information 
and training updates 
3. Additional Resources for FMFS Product Line: 
Information listed below is provided to the client electronically for follow on use. 
Whidbey Island Facility/Building Manager Program Training 
NBK Building Manager Program Training 
Whidbey Island Building Manager List 
NBK Building Manager List 
PSNS&IMF Building Manager List 
PWD Organization Template 
Facility Support Contracts Management & Facility Services Product Line Concept of 
Operations (CONOPS) 
COMNAVREGNW Instruction 11100.1 – Building Manager Program 
PSNS&IMF Instruction 11016.1H – Facility/Service Request 
Point of Contact List for Building Managers 
MOA between PSNS&IMF and NAVFACNW 
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APPENDIX 5 (BSVE) 
 The BSVE product line includes transportation services associated with Government work on or between bases.  The process for 
requesting services in the BSVE product line is shown in Figure 5. 
A. BSVE CURRENT PROCESS MAP 
 
 
Figure 5 - BSVE Current Process Map 
Contact the BSVE  
dispatch phone 
number for the 
location service is 
required (see POC list)
Is the service in 






organization, when and 
where service is 
required, and the 
project supported by 
the service
Is the service and 
organization in a 
funded list or in 
the CNIC allotment 
allowed for that 
customer?




Schedule the service 
and record in 
Maximo






Refer caller to 
Transportation 
Specialist (TS)







complete an Inventory 
Objective Justification 
form
Is it a one time 
request or a  
recurring service 
increase?
TS gives caller guide for 
submitting funds and makes 
arrangements with shop or 
initiates BOS contract mod
Determine if one time 
request can be provided 






While the process follows the same steps at each base, the guidance used for 
caller authorization and funding is prepared individually at each location.  The examples 
provided during interviews are included in the resource document list. 
 
B. BSVE RESULTS 
Consistent with the other product lines, the BSVE customer representatives 
interviewed reported good relationships with NAVFAC transportation personnel.  While 
many of the larger issues have been worked out, there are still some challenges identified.  
These are listed in Table 4.  The locations where the issues are reported is shown to 
provide an indication of the pervasiveness of the issue. 
The table shows the problems in order of number of locations reporting the 
impacts by the issue.  Some of these issues are common to other product lines and 
addressed in section III.B and III.C of this report.  Those include numbers 1,2,3,7,8 & 9 
of Table 4.  The recommendations in section C of this appendix address the remaining 
issues (numbers 4,5,6, 10, & 11). 
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Customers don't have access to basic information related 
to NAVFAC transportation services such as:
 - who to call for what
 - what information is needed to obtain the service and 
why
 - what the rates are and what they include
Customers use inheritted knowledge.
NAVFAC staff at each base give out separate 
guidance.
Callers provide whatever information works even if 
wrong.
Inaccurate billing may occur.
Delays are incurred by customers.
Rework exists on both sides to correct information.
X X X
2
NAVFAC staff at each base use past knowledge and 
separate lists to decide what is charged to CNIC and what 
requires reimbursable funds.  MOAs, ISSAs, are too 
general, outdated, or non-existant.  Confusion on who to 
charge for accidents as an example.
Inconsistent decisions lead to mistrust with 
reimbursable customers and the Region.
Customers may have to pay for services they didn't 
plan for in their budget cycles.
X X X
3
Transportation services covered by NRNW funds are 
perceived to be inadequate.
Customers are dissatisfied with NAVFAC.




Balance of customer funds is not always communicated 
to customers or acknowledged by customer until the 
document is expended.
Services are delayed while waiting for additional 
funds.
The accuracy of billing is questioned.
X X
5
Dispatch processes are not always followed when 
providing services.




Delays occur in NAVFAC's process of  receiving and 
accepting customer funding documents, particularly at 
the start of the fiscal year or when new ships arrive.
The Job Order Number (JON) is not established until the 
document is accepted.
Services are delayed until funds are received.
The work orders cannot be entered without the JON 
so NAVFAC must record services manually or enter 
them with an overhead JON until the customer JON 
is available.
Rework occurs to correct charges.
Customer documents can go in the red when the 
backlog is caught up.
X X
7
NAVFAC sometimes has equipment shortages or 
resource shortages in maintenance & operations at the 
separate bases.  Higher repair requirements are involved 
with equipment that is not suited for the work 
environment or is leased due to shortage of Navy owned 
equipment.
Customers use other service providers or are 
referred to local vendors.
Expensive options are used to obtain resources.




Long term planning information is not shared between 
customers and NAVFAC.  Services are provided just in 
time.
Unanticipated demand contributes to resource 
shortages.  Operation increases may not be 




NAVFAC staff are sometimes not sure if callers are 
authorized to order services against a reimbursable 
customer's funding document.  
Unless an authorized caller list is provided the caller 
is assumed authorized and service provided which 
can result in inaccurate billing.
X
10
There is confusion on ownership of certain types of 
equipment (forklifts and trailers).
Maintenance or repair services are delayed while 
ownership is determined.
Customers mistrust of NAVFAC equipment policies.
X
11
Changes or additions to NAVFAC's West Sound Base 
Operations Service (BOS) contract can take up to 2 years 
and no alternate service options are provided by 
NAVFAC.
Customers use other service providers or are 
referred to local vendors or other more expensive 
options.
Customers budget for the increase but must defend 
the unused funds while waiting for the contract 
modification or they risk losing them.
X
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C. BSVE RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. BSVE Process and Documentation Improvements 
i. Funding Document Preparation and Acceptance Process  
(Difficulty to Implement: 6 / Number of Benefits: 7)  Work with the 
financial department to reduce the time to process reimbursable funding documents.  
Each base provides separate guidance to their customers regarding the information 
required on a funding document and the routing.  These can be consolidated and posted to 
a common location with examples for customers to use.  The examples would help to 
reduce the errors that cause delays in the funding document acceptance process.  Once 
the document is received, processing time improvements such as backup training and 
overtime should be utilized during peak workload periods such as the end and beginning 
of the fiscal year. 
It should be noted that process delays in this area may have been 
exacerbated by the implementation of an upgrade to the transportation work order system 
(MAXIMO).  According to conversations with NAVFAC personnel, the financial system 
interface with the new version of MAXIMO was not working properly at the start of 
fiscal year 2012.  This one-time problem has been corrected and therefore may not be 
replicated in follow on years. 
In addition, a system of prioritization may be considered for time periods 
of heavy workload in the funding document receipt process.  Since documents are 
normally processed on a first-in first-out queuing system, an alternate prioritization 
would need to add value that would surpass the interest of fairness.  The alternate 
prioritization should focus on which items would cause the least amount of mission 
impact, rework, or backlog and not which customer is creating the greatest verbal 
pressure.  The system may require an objective party to vet the priorities.  Prior to 
implementing a prioritization system of any complexity, simple process corrections such 
as backup training and overtime should be utilized to the maximum extent. 
ii. Validate BSVE Equipment Ownership  
(Difficulty to Implement: 8 / Number of Benefits: 4)  Publish any 
equipment ownership policies and ensure property records are up to date and consistent 
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across NAVFAC.  This issue primarily applies to equipment that has ambiguous 
ownership policies.   Examples are trailers and material handling equipment.  As this 
issue is only identified at Kitsap the benefits would likely be centered there. 
2. BSVE Communication Improvements 
i. Improved funding balance reports 
(Difficulty to Implement: 4 / Number of Benefits: 4)  Work with the 
financial department to develop reports that show projections for reimbursable customers.  
Establish a system for providing the reports on a regular basis, particularly to customers 
with highly fluctuating charges. 
ii. Train NAVFAC BSVE staff on service request process 
(Difficulty to Implement: 3 / Number of Benefits: 4)  Conduct periodic 
refresher training with field staff and managers regarding the process of receiving 
customer requests, accurately documenting them and obtaining the required 
authorizations and funds.  Since the organization went through transitions from 
organizations that were mission funded, personnel have been used to providing services 
without reimbursement.  Personnel must be reminded of the importance of accounting for 
all work to keep rates at a reasonable level and ensure resources are adequate. 
3. Recommendations for further BSVE study 
There are two areas recommended for further analysis.  The contract modification 
process at Kitsap should be examined for efficiency improvement.  Some customers 
reported modifications taking over a year.  The second area is the source of equipment 
and resources available to provide BSVE services.  NAVFAC should examine ways to 
share resources between sites or sub-contract to other service providers for peak 
demands.  The study should also determine optimum sources for equipment and services 
to enable NAVFAC to provide adequate response at the least cost. 
4. Additional information resources 
Information listed below is provided to the client electronically for follow on use. 
Bangor funding document guide 
Everett vehicle assignment list 
Everett funding document guide 
Whidbey facility support instruction 
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APPENDIX 6 (UEM) 
 The UEM product line provides energy management and utilities including electricity, water, steam, natural gas, waste water and 
compressed air.  The process for requesting services in the UEM product line is shown in Figure 6.  
A. UEM CURRENT PROCESS MAP 
 



























Is Circuits UA 
information 
valid? 









Operations at the  
destination 
(Recommned 3 weeks 
prior  Ref 4)
Port Operations 
provides vessel with 
all POC's including PW 
POC for utility 
hookups
PW provides customer 
with funding estimate 










Contact PWD Utility 
Manager (Ref 3)
Opportunity
PSNS & Whidbey meet with 
NAVFAC regularly (bi-weekly at 
PSNS and monthly at Whidbey)
Contact Trouble Desk 
(Ref 2)
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UEM provides an array of utility commodities, utility projects and energy 
management services to a variety of commands and private party entities.  This customer 
base is diverse, varying from vessels of all varieties to the local McDonalds.  The process 
to provide utilities to these customers varies somewhat for shore-side utility connections 
(hotel services) but is consistent in most other areas.  The process map in Figure 6 is a 
starting point that should be developed further with the future goal of having a decision 
tree that a customer could follow through the process and understand the basic steps.  
Changes to the process are understood to be in progress.  Some of those changes are 
related to the recommendations found here. 
 
B. UEM RESULTS  
The hotel service process across the region appears to work well.  The majority of 
the vessels requesting services know who to contact and get the services they need.  At 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility (PSNS&IMF) the 
problem is that the services provided are billed without detail on which vessels used what 
specific amount.  This makes it difficult for PSNS&IMF to understand what services 
were received and funded, and if it was accurate.  For this activity, that means that $12M 
worth of funding is not being tracked to the level necessary, creating a risk to that funds 
are not being planned and executed properly.  Other customers like Everett do not have 
the same concerns.  They either have metering in place or some customers have an 
allocation process to determine the detail needed. 
Billing questions are the most frequent issue.  Bills do not provide enough detail.  
Public Works personnel spend time manually creating reports to subsidize the lacking 
information on billing.  This raises customer expectations and they want better manual 
reporting in a timelier manner from Public Works.  Customers have been provided direct 
access into the Circuits Utilities Allocation (Circuits UA) system where this information 
can be pulled, but the customers either do not know they can access it or do not find the 
system user friendly. 
There is no systematic approach to review meter reading accuracy.  According to 
both field staff and customers, the customer who complains first or the loudest is satisfied 
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first.  This non-standard approach of resolving problems creates large amounts of rework 
by the customers and NAVFAC field personnel.  It also creates distrust between the two 
parties. 
There are no regular meetings or communication forums for most customers.  A 
few large customers have regular meetings through the Building Manager program, but 
smaller DoD and private party customers do not meet regularly with NAVFAC.  Not all 
customers wanted a regular meeting, but they all wanted to be considered in the planning 
process for projects and outages. 
In many cases customers felt that they subsidized NAVFAC personnel or 
procured NAVFAC services from other sources.  One customer was advised that their 
vessels could not receive steam services from a location unless a carrier was in port, 
otherwise it was not cost effective for NAVFAC.  This prompted the customer to procure 
an electric steam boiler in order to maintain operational capabilities.  Another customer 
stated that they have staffed an entire personnel position to fill the gap at their facility. 
 
C. UEM RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Metering Improvements 
i. Continued Metering Investment 
(Difficulty to Implement: 8 / Number of Benefits: 7)  Investment in 
metering should continue.  This is necessary for customers to understand their 
consumption, assist in energy saving efforts, and it will help customers allocate costs 
properly within their organizations. 
ii. Meter Validation Process 
(Difficulty to Implement: 5 / Number of Benefits: 5)  A systematic 
approach to reviewing meter accuracy should be taken by both NAVFAC and the 
customers cooperatively.  While some customers will see a decrease in customer support 




2. Improved Customer Service 
i. Billing Reports 
(Difficulty to Implement: 4 / Number of Benefits: 7)  Develop a set of 
requirements from customers on what information they need to see.  Have an automated 
report developed either from the billing system or within Circuits UA that can be sent out 
on time to customers.  Another option would be to develop a standard report in Circuits 
UA and then train customers on this report if it cannot be automatically sent. 
ii. Customer Representatives 
(Difficulty to Implement: 7 / Number of Benefits: 6)  Consider reinstating 
Activity Liaison Officers or creating a like representative to interface with customers who 
do not benefit from the Building Manager Program. 
iii. Regular Customer Meetings 
(Difficulty to Implement: 5 / Number of Benefits: 4)  Hold regular 
meetings with customers.  Only PSNS&IMF, Whidbey, and Everett stated that they have 
regular interaction with NAVFAC.  Private Party customers and other small commands 
interviewed do not have regularly schedule meetings with their NAVFAC counterparts.  
When planning their annual projects they have to initiate meetings with NAVFAC.  
NAVFAC could also benefit from gathering annual planning requirements. 
This meeting could be part of the larger overall symposium suggested 
above, but the following specific Utility subjects should be considered: 
1. Utility Project Planning – Provide customers with the annual plan for 
utility projects at their sites.   
2. Rate Planning – Engage customers in rate planning, gather information 
from the customers, and provide them with how the rate was determined. 
3. Outage Notifications – Ensure all commands have a central point of 
contact engaged in outage planning.  Having a multi-year schedule with 
previously agreed upon dates may be beneficial.  Consider the 
PSNS&IMF approach to outage planning as a possible best practice to 
implement at other sites. 
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3. Recommendations for Future Review 
 The PSNS&IMF utility allocation process should be reviewed by both NAVFAC 
and PSNS&IMF.  Personnel turnover, system and process changes may have impacted 
the current process.  Consider former or other best practices for allocating and tracking 
utility cost in the future. 
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APPENDIX 7 – COMMON SERVICE LEVEL LIST 
Below is an example of a common funding and service level listing as discussed in section III.B of this report.  The full file is 
included as a linked icon in the report and will be provided electronically to the client. 
 










P&S Line NAVFAC Service Title
Portion of Service Funded by NRNW/CNIC




FACILITY PACIFIC SWFPAC BSVE
Long Term Vehicle rental (B-assigned 
vehicle)
Vehicles used b SWFPAC operations that are 
justified with an IO priority code of 1 through 5
Vehicles used by SWFPAC Security.  
Vehicles used by SWFPAC Operations 
that do not have an IO or are lower 











SWFPAC BSVE Long Term Equipment rental (B-
assigned mobile Equipment)





SWFPAC BSVE Repair/Maintenance of non-NAVFAC 
vehicles





FACILITY PACIFIC SWFPAC FM&S
Facility/Infrastructure recurring 
maintenance
maintenance of SWFPAC used facilities up to 
the same percentage of FSM funded for all 
other CNIC facilities
maintenance requirements above 




FACILITY PACIFIC SWFPAC FM&S
Maintenance/Repair of electronic 
security and alarm systems
maintenance and repair of alarm systems 
installed in facilities used by SWFPAC as of 
budget transfer






SWFPAC FMFS Janitorial Services Services matching COL 4 matrix for permanent 
facilities occupied by SWFPAC
trash removal more frequent than once 





SWFPAC UEM Electrical Power Distribution, 
Temporary and Permanent
All power to SWFPAC facilities
NBK-
Bangor





Material or Equipment Transport 
(Trucking Services)
Material delivery on base between shops and 
from DLA to shops
Material delivery from vessels under 
overhaul or recycle to/from shops or DLA
NBK-
Bangor




PSNSIMF FMFS Janitorial Services
Services matching COL 4 matrix for permanent 
facilities occupied by PSNS&IMF









Maintenance and Operation of Non-
NAVFAC Utility Equipment/Systems none
Maintenance and operation of portable 
pure water system
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APPENDIX 8 – BENEFIT ANALYSIS TOOL 
The Public Works Benefit Analysis Tool is discussed in section III.C.  Below are printouts of the data worksheets used to 
produce the chart shown as Figure 1 using equal weighting of the benefits. 
 







1 3 7                             Web site/Portal page that can be accessed with a Govt CAC card
2 4 5                             Conduct an annual NAVFAC Customer Symposium (local and/or virtual) with breakout sessions specific to products & services
3 2 5                             Provide printed materials for customers without computer access (brochures, posters, etc)
4 6 5                             Increased coordination between NAVFAC and customers for long range planning
5 3 4                             Annual/bi-annual meetings with high interface customers
6 7 4                             Expand building manager concept to other product lines or reinstate activity liaison concept where feasible
7 2 6                             Post decision trees and maintain
8 8 5                             Validate and Maintain instructions/MOAs
9 3 5                             Maintain (create) common lists of funding sources and corresponding service levels that are accessible by all (who pays for what and how much)
10 2 6                             NAVFAC internal training/meetings to educate personnel on resource sharing and capabilities
11 4 5                             Acquisition process training




















































































Weight 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 100% (Should be 100%)
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
2 1 1 1 1 1 5
3 1 1 1 1 1 5
4 1 1 1 1 1 5
5 1 1 1 1 4
6 1 1 1 1 4
7 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
8 1 1 1 1 1 5
9 1 1 1 1 1 5
10 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
11 1 1 1 1 1 5
12 1 1 1 3
1 = Yes
Blank = No
